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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent tenti adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

I )^ Responsive to communication{s) filed on 20 February 2004 . 
2a)n^ This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) S Claim{s) 1-40 is/are pending in the applicafion. 

4a)^0f the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) M Claim(s) 1-40 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restricfion and/or elecfion requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b}^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held In abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

II )□ The oath or declarafion is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Acfion or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)n Acknowledgment is made of a daim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)n None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2, n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) S Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draflsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) PaP®^ No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) S Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Infonnal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date 06/09/2004 . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20070903 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/783,91 1 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2155 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -40 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 3, 5-7, 10-11, 13-15, 27, 29, 30, 32-34, and 36-40 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Moore. WO 02/01836 A2. 

Regarding claim 1 , Moore teaches a system that facilitates management of a 
subscription service, comprising: 

a rules component that processes one or more rules in accordance with the 
subscription service of a subscriber (page 3 lines 16-20); and 

a services component that uses the one or more rules to automatically enforce 
the subscription service, in part, according to the number of concurrently connected 
clients of the subscriber (i.e., page 8 lines 18-26). 

Regarding claim 3, Moore teaches the system of claim 1 is employed in at least 
one of a client/server topology and a peer-to-peer topology (page 1 lines 19-24). 
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Regarding claim 5, Moore teaches the system of claim 1 , each of the connected 
clients is placed on an active list of allowed clients (page 7 lines 31-33). 

Regarding claim 6, Moore teaches the system of claim 1 , if the number of 
concurrently connected clients is exceeded, no other clients of the associated 
subscriber are allowed to connect to the services component (page 7 line 31 -page 8 line 
21). 

Regarding claim 7, Moore teaches the system of claim 1 , the one or more rules 
include a rule that allows an unlimited number of concurrently connected clients for the 
associated subscriber (page 3 lines 16-20). 

Regarding claim 10, Moore teaches the system of claim 1, further comprising an 
active list that is populated and depopulated dynamically according to a client 
respectively connecting to and disconnecting from the services component (page 3 lines 
21-30). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Moore teaches the system of claim 1 is employed in a peer- 
to-peer topology where one or more rules imposed by a first peer client are at least one 
of different, overlapping, and identical to one or more rules imposed by a second peer 
client (page 3 lines 16-20). 
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Regarding claim 13, Moore teaches a server that employs the system of claim 1 
(server 26, Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 14, Moore teaches. A computer that employs the system of 
claim 1 (Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 15, this claim comprises a computer readable medium having 
stored thereon computer executable instructions for carrying out the system of claim 1, 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 27, 29 and 30, those claims recite limitations that are 
substantially the same as claim 1 , same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 32-34, those claims recite limitations that are substantially the 
same as claim 1, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claims 36-40, Moore teaches the system of claim 32, further 
comprising means for maintaining an active list of the existing clients that are 
concurrently accessing the service (page 8 lines 8-25). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/783.91 1 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2155 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2, 9, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moore in view of Scoredos et al. ("Scoredos"). US 2004/0250127 A1 . 

Regarding claim 2, Moore teaches the system of claim 1. 

Moore does not explicitly teach one or more rules that facilitate automatic 
enforcement of the subscription service according to at least one of a churn parameter 
and a frequency parameter. 

Scoredos teaches method for controlling connections from an IP entity to a 
server (abstract). Scoredos teaches one or more rules that facilitate automatic 
enforcement of the subscription service according to at least one of a churn parameter 
and a frequency parameter (page 2 paragraphs [0023]-0041]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Moore to include one or more rules that 
facilitate automatic enforcement of the subscription service according to at least one of 
a churn parameter and a frequency parameter as taught by Scoredos. One would be 
motivated to do so to restrict concurrent connection requests from specific clients to a 
pre-configured limit (Scoredos, page 2 paragraph [0024]). 
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Regarding claim 9, Moore-Scoredos teaches tlie system of claim 1 , the one or 
more rules are applied automatically to a client of the subscriber as the client attempts 
to connect on an ad hoc basis (Scoredos, page 4 paragraph [0034]). 

Regarding claim 28, this claim recites limitation that is substantially the same as 
claim 2, same rationale of rejection is applicable. . 

6. Claims 4, 31 , and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moore in view of Chakraborty et al. ("Chakraborty"), US 2004/0054791 A1. 

Regarding claim 4, Moore teaches the system of claim 1 . 

Moore does not explicitly teach clients each include a cookie that facilitates 
enforcement of the subscription service. 

Chakraborty teaches system and method wherein user policies on web servers is 
enforced (abstract). Chakraborty teaches clients each include a cookie that facilitates 
enforcement of the subscription service (page 4 paragraph [0039]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify each client of Moore to include a cookie that facilitates 
enforcement of the subscription service as taught by Chakraborty. One would be 
motivated to do so to control user access to resources/services on web server 
independent of the platform they are running on (Chakraborty, page 2 paragraph 
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[0015]). 



Page? 



Regarding claim 31, this claim recites limitation that is substantially the same as 
claim 4, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

Regarding claim 35, this claim recites limitation that is substantially the same as 
claim 4, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

7. Claims 8, and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moore in view of Kitamura, US 2002/0010630 A1. 

Regarding claim 8, Moore teaches the system of claim 1 . 

Moore does not explicitly teach a tracking component the tracks client activity of 
the subscriber and facilitates billing the subscriber accordingly. 

Kitamura teaches system and method wherein user charges may be Increased or 
decreased according to the number of accesses (abstract). Kitamura teaches a tracking 
component the tracks client activity of the subscriber and facilitates billing the subscriber 
accordingly (page 3 paragraph [0044]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Moore to track client activity of the 
subscriber and facilitate billing the subscriber accordingly as taught by Kitamura. One 
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would be motivated to do so to vary the charge to user according to the number of 
accesses. 

Regarding claim 17, this claim recites limitations that are substantially the same 
as claims 1 and 8. discussed above, same rationale of rejection Is applicable. 

Regarding claim 18, Moore teaches the system of claim 17, the one or more 
rules enforced in accordance with the subscriber are at least one of the same, partially 
overlapping, and different then one or more rules enforced In accordance with a 
different subscriber (page 3 lines 16-20). 



Regarding claim 19, Moore teaches the system of claim 17, if the number of 
concurrently connected clients Is exceeded, no other clients of the associated 
subscriber are allowed to connect to the services component (page 7 line 31-page 8 line 
21). 

8. Claims 12 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moore In view Zhao, US 6,035,404. 



Regarding claim 12, Moore teaches the system of claim 1 . 
Moore does not explicitly teach one or more rules further comprising a rule that 
limits an amount of chum per a specified time interval. 
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Zhao teaches system and method for managing user logins to a restricted 
computer service (abstract). Zhao teaches a rule that limits an amount of churn per a , 
specified time interval (col. 1 line 6-8) 

It would, have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Moore to include a rule that limits an 
amount of churn per a specified time interval as taught by Zhao. One would be 
motivated to do so to enable a user to log in to the service when all the available login 
slots are currently being used (Zhao, col. 2 lines 1-6). 

Regarding claim 16, Moore-Zhao teaches the system of claim 1, further 
comprising a classifier that facilitates the performance of rules processing according to 
an inference (Zhao, col. 6 lines 8-39). 

9. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moore in 
view of Kitamura and Zhao, US 6,035,404. 

Regarding claim 20. Moore teaches the system of claim 17. 

The combination of teachings of Moore and Kitamura does not explicitly teaches 
the one or more rules further comprising a rule that limits an amount of churn per a 
specified time interval. 
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Zhao teaches system and method for managing user logins to a restricted 
computer service (abstract). Zhao teaches a rule that limits an amount of chum per a 
specified time interval (col. 1 line 6-8) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Moore and Kitamura to include a rule 
that limits an amount of churn per a specified time interval as taught by Zhao. One 
would be motivated to do so to enable a user to log in to the service when all the 
available login slots are currently being used (Zhao, col. 2 lines 1-6). 

10. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moore in 
view of Kitamura and Birk et al. ("Birk"), US 2005/0154887 A1. 

Regarding claim 21, Moore teaches the system of claim 17. 

The combination of teachings of Moore and Kitamura does not explicitly teach 
classifier that facilitates determining when to switch from storing client information 
locally to storing client information on the client. 

Birk, in the same field of endeavor, teaches classifier that facilitates determining 
when to switch from storing client Information locally to storing client information on the 
client (page 1 paragraph [0008]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the combination of teachings of Moore and Kitamura to 
detemnine when to switch from storing client information locally to storing client 
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information on the client as taught by Birk. One would be motivated to do so to cause 
the user to have greater authorizations than intended (Birk, page 1 paragraph [0008]). 

11. Claims 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zhao in view of Scoredos et al. ("Scoredos'% US 2004/0250127 A1. 

Regarding claim 22, Zhao teaches a method of managing a subscription service, 
comprising: 

providing access to a service in accordance with the subscription service (col.1 
lines 31-49); 

automatically controlling access to the service according to one or more rules 
that are based at least in part on a number of clients that are concurrently accessing the 
service (col.1 lines 43-52); 

processing a churn rule of the one or more rules that facilitates control of how 
often one of the clients that are concurrently accessing the service can be replaced with 
a new client (col. 6 lines 1-39). 

Zhao does not explicitly teach processing a frequency rule of the one or more 
rules that facilitates control of a number of times that one of the clients can access the 
service in a given period of time. 

Scoredos teaches method for controlling connections from an IP entity to a 
server (abstract). Scoredos teaches processing a frequency rule of the one or more 
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rules that facilitates control of a number of times that one of the clients can access the 
service in a given period of time (page 2 paragraphs [0023]-0041]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Zhao to process a frequency rule of the 
one or more rules that facilitates control of a number of times that one of the clients can 
access the service in a given period of time as taught by Scoredos. One would be 
motivated to do so to restrict concurrent connection requests from specific clients to a 
pre-configured limit (Scoredos, page 2 paragraph [0024]). 

Regarding claim 23, Zhao teaches the method of claim 22, further comprising 
automatically enforcing at least one of the churn rule and the frequency rule to deny 
access to a new client seeking access to the service (col. 5 lines 29-35). 

12. Claims 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zhao in view of Scoredos and Kitamura, US 2002/0010630 A1. 

Regarding claim 24, Zhao teaches the method of claim 22, further comprising: 
processing the churn rule to allow a subscriber of the subscription service to exceed the ' 
churn rule as an event (col. 6 lines 1-39). 

The combination of teachings of Zhao and Scoredos does not explicitly teach 
billing the subscriber according to each event. 
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Kitamura teaches system and method wherein user charges may be increased or 
decreased according to the number of accesses (abstract). Kitamura teaches billing the 
subscriber according to each event (page 3 paragraph [0044]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the combination of teachings of Zhao and Scoredos to bill 
the subscriber according to each event as taught by Kitamura. One would be motivated 
to do so to vary the charge to user according to each event. 

Regarding claim 25, Zhao-Scoredos-Kitamura teaches the method of claim 22. 
further comprising: processing the one or more rules by allowing a subscriber of the 
subscription service to exceed selected ones of the one or more rules; changing a level 
of service to a new level of service according to the selected ones of the one or more 
rules that were exceeded; and thereafter, billing the subscriber at the new level of 
service (Kitamura, page 3 paragraph [0044]). 

Regarding claim 26, Zhao-Scoredos-Kitamura teaches the method of claim 22, 
further comprising: processing the one or more rules by allowing a subscriber of the 
subscription service to exceed selected ones of the one or more rules; changing a level 
of service to a new level of service according to the selected ones of the one or more 
rules that were exceeded; and dropping back to the level of service after the selected 
ones of the one or more rules that were exceeded, have not been exceeded for a 
predetermined period of time (Kitamura, page 4 paragraph [0054]). 
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1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tiie 
examiner should be directed to Oanh Duong whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3983. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday, 9:30PM - 6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached on (571) 272-4006. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Infomnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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